The failure of the U.S. Congress to deal with immigration reform prompted many local governments to craft their own responses to the presence of undocumented immigrants in their communities. The federal government's lack of leadership led to local responses that ranged from protective to punitive. Although some states like Arizona went to the extreme to create a hostile environment for undocumented migrants, other states and local governments were much more moderate. Local responses to undocumented immigrants depended on a number of variables, including demographics, political leadership, economic forces, and historical variables.
Introduction
The failure of the U.S. Congress to deal with immigration reform prompted many state and local governments to craft their own responses to the presence of large and growing numbers of undocumented residents. The responses varied by state, with some being relatively generous and others highly punitive. In July 2011, for example, Gov. Jerry Brown of California signed AB 130, a bill that allowed undocumented students enrolled in California's public colleges and universities to receive privately funded university scholarships from nonstate funds. Later, California also passed a companion bill, AB 131, which allowed undocumented students to apply for state-sponsored financial aid. At the opposite end of the spectrum is Arizona. In 2010, the Arizona legislature passed an immigration reform bill, SB-1070, which required police to determine the legal status of individuals during a lawful stop, criminalized working or attempting to work without authorization, and authorized Arizona law enforcement officers to make a warrantless arrest for the commission of a removable offense, among other provisions. The passage of the Arizona law encouraged other state and municipal governments to pass harsh anti-immigration legislation-a development some observers called the "Arizonification" of immigration law (Cianciarulo 2012) . Local responses to the immigration crisis depended on a number of variables, including demographics, political leadership, party, economic forces, and historical factors.
The final landscape was quite uneven, with somewhat generous initiatives mixed with others there were quite harsh. In the midst of what became a chaotic debate on immigration and a flurry of local and state initiatives-mostly punitive toward undocumented migrants-Texas' response could be considered quite moderate. It is certainly so when compared to immigration initiatives in states such as Arizona, Mississippi, Georgia, Alabama, Indiana, South Carolina, Utah, and others. The response of the state of Texas-given the federal government's failure to stem the tide of undocumented migration and Congress' inability to pass immigration legislation-is rather counterintuitive, considering that Texas is both a passageway for much of that migration (it constitutes half of the 2000-mile U.S.-Mexico border) and a major recipient of undocumented migration, second only to California (see Table 1 ). The state's response is even more puzzling because Texas is considered a largely Republican, and the Republican Party has come to be associated with a hostile response to immigration, as other authors have shown (e.g., Jeong et al., 2011) . To further the analysis and put the results into context, this paper also analyzes the 287(g) agreements-Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) mechanisms of cooperation with local authorities on immigration enforcement-entered into by local governments in Texas.
Finally, the paper looks at the post-electoral political environment after President Barack Obama won reelection and the Republican Party largely changed the tone of its stands on immigration issues.
Major Initiatives on Immigrants and Immigration in Texas
This section provides details of the 19 immigration-related bills introduced in the Texas legislature during the 2009 and 2011 sessions. These bills are overwhelmingly related to employment verification, lawful presence status, law enforcement, government contracts, language, education, and cooperation with federal authorities (see Table 2 and Table 3 ).
1 In 2006, the City of Farmers Branch, in the Dallas Metropolitan Area, was the first in Texas to pass anti-illegal immigration measures. It authorized the police to inquire into the legal status of detainees, curtailed the ability of apartment owners to rent to undocumented residents, eliminated subsidies for undocumented youth programs, and declared English the official language in the city. These measures were viewed as largely directed at the undocumented resident population of the city and reflected local frustration with the inability of the federal government to enforce immigration laws or reform the system. Table 3 shows the major immigrant and immigration-related bills introduced in the Texas state legislature in 2011. Fourteen bills were introduced during the 2011 legislative session. Of these, half (7) passed and half (7) were defeated. Of the 14 bills introduced by Texas legislators in 2011, many were related to law enforcement, immigration status, and employment verification; and one related to housing/mortgage eligibility. As stated above, seven of the 14 bills passed. The successful bills were primarily related to law enforcement; one was related to mortgage eligibility verification. Some of the provisions that passed were not as radical as those introduced in other states, even though some were clearly directed at enforcing immigration laws. Interestingly, ant-immigrant rhetoric was largely absent during the debate of these bills. It is unclear whether the laws have been thoroughly enforced, however; that will require a separate study.
Running the analysis of the legislation through a second variable-political party-all initiatives were introduced by Republicans, with the exception of one, SB-150, which was introduced by a
Democrat. This bill granted U.S. Customs agents arrest, search, and seizure power under the laws of Texas for felony offenses. though Texas Republicans introduced most of the anti-immigration proposals, the party as a whole balked at supporting them; the majority of the bills did not make it out of committee. Table 4 shows the overwhelming dominance of the Republican Party in the Texas legislative sessions under consideration in this paper. The relevance of the dominance of the Republican Party in the Texas legislature would not be of interest were it not for the fact that the party in many other states is strongly associated with antiimmigrant legislation, such as the SB-1070 in Arizona.
Moreover, the inability or unwillingness of the Texas Republican Party to pass harsh antiimmigration legislation points to the fact that the party itself may be divided. In other words, the issue of immigration has driven a wedge in the Texas Republican Party between the Tea Party conservatives and the vibrant Texas business community-the former is quite hostile to immigrants but is unable to prevail over the more tolerant business wing of the Republican Party, which appears to value immigration for economic reasons. However, a number of local governments in Texas did pass sanctuary city resolutions (Table 5) .
A sanctuary city resolution is a written policy-an ordinance, a declaration, or administrative action by local government officials-that prevents local employees from notifying federal authorities on the immigration status of a person they come into contact with or detain. The policy makes no distinction between a legal and undocumented presence; it treats everyone the same. The policy makes a city or town an effective safe haven for undocumented residents. An 
The 2013 Legislative Session and the Post-electoral Scenario in Texas
Public opinion varies considerably in regard to undocumented migration in the United States.
Why specific individuals or groups hold more liberal attitudes than others is not well understood (Espenshade, et al. 1993) . It is also difficult to establish how public opinion translates into public involvement in policy decision-making, though some researchers have proposed innovative methods to understand that transition (Hampton 2009 
Public Policy Implications
Few policy implications can be drawn from a study of Texas and immigration. This is because the states are not generally in charge of immigration, and immigration-related initiatives in recent years were both unusual and a response to the failure of the federal government to deal with the issue.
A key implication, however, is that a proposed immigration bill in Washington will likely contain large prescriptions on border security. There is no apparent agreement on what constitutes a secure border. But states like Texas have much to say about that. The rhetoric should be stripped from the issue and conservatives should stop using border security as a rallying cry. Instead, a clear measure on border security should be crafted. The definition of a secure border should be determined more scientifically and less rhetorically and to that end, the state of Texas has much to say. As it designs policies to secure the border, the federal government should tap the expertise of border states, whose experience on the issue is vast.
In addition, the Texas business community, which has been the most tolerant wing of the Republican Party, has useful experience related to the importance of low-and mid-skilled labor in the U.S. economy. These lessons should not be ignored by legislators in Washington. In crafting a potential guest worker program-as Congress appears poised to do-the federal government should consider the needs of the states and their economies, and allow the states to determine to a large extent their labor needs and the number of visas needed for their specific industries. The types and numbers of visas can be indexed to the economic needs, and the industries present, in each state.
Conclusion
Texas has exhibited remarkable moderation when it comes to undocumented migration and the presence of undocumented residents in the state. This is puzzling, given the fact that Texas' politics is dominated by the Republican Party, which is closely associated with anti-immigration policies in other states. The situation is compounded by the fact that Texas constitutes half of the U.S.-Mexico border and it is the transit zone for many of the undocumented residents in the United States as well as home to the second-largest number of undocumented residents. Finally, the state's moderate stance is perplexing given the relative violence that the Mexican side of the border has experienced in the last six years and the constant threat of a spillover-however real or imagined.
This moderation is well demonstrated in the relatively low number of immigration-related bills introduced in Austin and the largely rhetoric-free legislative debates. Several anti-immigrant bills were introduced in the Texas legislature in 2009 and 2011, but most were defeated-although
Republicans could have passed them at any time. The moderation is also evident in the low number of 287(g) agreements signed-only three, which contrasts with the higher number of Texas cities that declared themselves sanctuary cities for undocumented residents.
The Immigration Debate in Texas 20
Finally, the rhetoric of the Texas Republican Party shows its ambivalence in regard to the issue.
There is plenty of anti-immigration rhetoric in the party, but it seldom translates into actual policies at the state level. It is simply impractical for the party to push anti-immigration legislation that will continue to alienate the Hispanic population, which is growing rapidly throughout the state. In that sense, the Republican Party has simply shifted to silence. This silence may be strategic because it stops the hemorrhage of Hispanic votes, particularly after the November 2012 elections, without necessarily alienating much of its conservative base. Silence appears to be a strategic choice, at least while the party crafts its strategy vis-à-vis the Hispanic population of the state and the country.
